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Introduction: Science communication models in social LCA 
This contribution aims to propose a possible integration of science communication, which recognizes three 
modes of interaction (the deficit, dialogue and participation models) between experts and non-experts to the 
field of social LCA. The purpose of such an integration stems from the understanding that through the product 
chain, there are a wide variety of actors that enable the material product to "flow" and that are working with 
scientific and sustainability-relevant information. We first discuss the key arguments that evolved in science 
communication debates from one-way communication of scientific knowledge to public to recent discussions 
on democratizing science and involving the public in the formative stages of science and technology. We then 
propose reasons why it could be worthwhile to combine these arguments in the growing literature on social 
LCA. We use Oatly, the Swedish oat drink company, and the types of communication in its product chain, as 
the case study to argue the relevance of science communication scholarly frameworks in social LCA. 
Debates in science communication: from deficit to dialogue to participation 
Extant literature in public understanding of science (PUS) deals with the assumption that, as we live in 
technoscientific societies, we ought to know about and engage with science and technology as they affect our 
lives. Much of the early discussion in PUS used the framework provided by the 1985 Bodmer Report of the 
Royal Society, UK, which prescribed educating the (lay) public about scientific truths thereby bridging the gap 
between experts and non-experts in scientific matters (known as the deficit model). The 2000 House of Lords 
Report titled ‘Science and Society’ criticized the ‘deficit model’ of the previous report and suggested that a two-
way communication process between scientists and the public had to be developed so that the latter’s voice 
could be heard. Multiple deliberations have taken place especially in the last two decades regarding the terms 
‘public’, ‘understanding’, ‘participation’ and ‘science’ which have contributed further to the deficit and dialogue 
models. 
It is primarily in the last decade of 20th century and with the turn of the millennium that the question of dialogue 
and rendering the public with more agency and the possibility to bring in their own expertise started to gain 
prominence. Increasingly, and especially in the last decade the trend has experienced a major upswing, and 
the public has been recognized as a stakeholder. Bandelli and Konijn (2012) define the various categories of 
the stakeholders as the following: schools, trustees, national and local governments, visitors, scientists, donors, 
civil society organisations, teachers, university, industry and the media. These are not water-tight categories 
and in fact the public can be any individual or groups from these categories.  
Because of these transformations in academic debates, citizen participation has gained major attention in the 
fields of public understanding of science and science communication, which have been critical of the deficit 
model of the 1980s that casts publics as lacking in scientific knowledge (Irwin and Wynne, 1996). Irwin (2014) 
noted that the House of Lords report on ‘Science and Society’ (House of Lords, 2000), which brought on 
discussions on the ‘dialogue model’, triggered multiple European Commission activities culminating in concepts 
like Responsible Research and Innovation. Issues like climate change, energy, GMOs have found increased 
expression in citizen engagement activities (Chilvers and Kearnes, 2016). At the same time, scholars from non-
European contexts and from various disciplinary fields have argued for the incorporation of ‘local’ knowledge 
and perspectives as scientific knowledge (Chakraborty and Giuffredi, 2019). These discussions on public 
engagement, citizen participation and co-production of knowledge open new platforms to democratize science.  
 
Could science communication contribute to social LCA debates? 
Much like in debates in public understanding of science and science communication, we find a definite 
convergence in discussions on participation of various stakeholders in social LCA. While Baumann (2011) talks 
about the need to populate life cycle studies so that actions of actors in different parts of the life cycle can be 
understood, Mathe (2014) argues explicitly for a participatory and multidisciplinary approach which would 
capture the plurality of stakeholder interests. De Luca and others (2015) ask for the involvement of local 
stakeholders and the integration of qualitative techniques in the study of social LCA. Furthermore, Benoit and 
Mazijn (2009) have argued for the assessment of social impacts in relation to stakeholder categories: which 
include, worker, local community, society, consumer and value-chain actor.  
So how exactly would science communication debates be placed in the social LCA universe? What is proposed 
is a recognition the stakeholders delineated by social LCA studies are embedded in a communicative universe. 
This, in turn, leads to questions about the kind of communication taking place between actors: when, where 
and who use the deficit, dialogue, participation communication models? Is ‘perfect’ participation possible when 
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knowledge is localized and specialized? Do we see cases where experts and non-experts meet each other? 
The delineation of who is an expert and who is a non-expert itself would vary according to which section of the 
product value chain we focus on. Experts in one part of the chain would become non-experts in others. 
 
Methods 
To probe these matters further, we have selected the case of Oatly, a Swedish oat drink company, which uses 
LCA in their own research to produce and improve their product for better sustainability. As per a published 
interview in 2015 with Carina Tollmar, sustainability manager at the company, they are also working towards 
better external communication. Aside from displaying the carbon footprint of its oatmilk on each container, Oatly 
has lately run an advertisement campaign that became controversial. The poster will present the actors in the 
different stakeholder categories after semi-structured interviews with relevant officials of the company.  
Results and discussion 
The poster will present which are the sections of stakeholders who get to participate in the communication 
process, and which are the voices yet to be heard. Is democratization of voices in environmental decision-
making taking place? If yes, to what extent? It will also indicate the role of LCA in communication especially 
with the consumers and comment on the model(s) of science communication prevalent in this case. The 
contribution will seek to underline that debates in the academic field of science communication could be a 
useful addition to the social life cycle studies. We intend to underscore the following: a) the need for a more 
'bottom-up' description of impacts, the participatory approach, letting the actors self-describe the impacts 
(rather than analysts looking for impacts according to pre-determined categories), which matters for doing the 
study; and b) the possible usefulness of the deficit model, which matters in the communication of the 
complete study, to a large section of the public. 
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